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MODERATOR GREEN: Okay. I'd like to

reconvene the meeting for our second topic.

9-fore I do that, I like Intr

Sidney Hoop, who is a representative of

Congressman Stallings. Would you raise your

hand?

The next topic that we have for

discussion is the proposed plan for the interim

action to reduce contamination near t1 a injection

well and the surrounding groundwater at the Test

Area North of the INEL.

We'll continue to follow the same

meeting format and general ground rules.

I'd like to introduce again Mr. Ron

Lane to my left here, the new panel member who is

representing the State of Idaho The TAN area is

Ron's project area for the Division of

Environmental QflAlity, and again he i s an

environmental hydrogeologist.

And with this, I'd also like to

introduce some new folks on the table to my

right, Dan Harelson, sitting in the nearest

right. Dan works for DOE-ID and he is the

project manager for all the cleanup activity at

the Test Area North.
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To his right is Jerry Zimmerle, who

will be making the next presentation. ____

Tclao project Tanagr fclr tn„, injection well _^ c;

groundwater remediation project at the Test Area

North Area.

Before Jerry starts his presentation,

I'd like to remind you that you will be provided

an opportunity for clarifying questions after his

presentation. please feel free to write down the

questions as they come to mind on the note cards

and they will be handed up to the panel to

address.

With. that, I'd like to present Terry

Zimmerle.

MR. ZIMMERLE: Good evening. As Lisa

said, my name is Jerry Zimmerle, and I'm the

project manager for the interim action on the

Test Area North injection well.

I'd like to welcome you here tonight

and one thing -r 1 .4
.1. V.

1 like yvu .ka =zo=14ti ta lly

a visual presentation of our proposed plan,

something that will allow you to see the data in

a little different way than we have on our plan

and to give you a chance to come back and comment

To us on what we 71anni .:.,g to dc,

3
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The Test Area North is located in the

northern portion of the Idaho National

Engineering. La'ooratory. It's abput 15 mils we 3t

of Terreton.

One of the key things that I wanted to

find out when I first gbt onto this project was,

where was the contamination located that came

from the injection well that we're concerned

AhrInf. And as y,111 e-Ancaa r.r%thc. ntminAtir,n

plume is still within the general area of the

Test Area North.

And what I wanted to do this evening

was to kind of bring you in and show you where

this contamination came from and how it's

spreading through the aquifer.

Now, the Test Area North consists of

four major facilities, but the one we're

primarily concerned with ;F th,c. 1,:chnir.=1 Support

Facility, which is located in the center.

It was from here that the wastewaters

that went into the injection well were generated,

and over time what happened is tha:.t. different

wastewaters with organics, metals and

radionuclides went into the injection well and

began mcving to the southeast, which is in the

4
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general direction of groundwater flow at TAN.

itself is located r. Lue

Jouthwest corner cf - ..D,_.oport

Facility. It was used from 1955 to 1972, And as

you can see, in the 37 or so years since the well

was first used, the contamination has moved down

to about this point.

There are two things that we want to do

concerning this contamination plume, and the

first thing is going to be a Remedial

A "Ly a 4.1.I 11 e a t c) ea Z5 1 1. y t; u , subject k.uaL.

Mr. Dan arelson is going to talk about later

this evening.

And in this study, what we're going to

do is try to define a little bit better how deep

this contamination is, and also give us a better

idea of some of the properties of the aquifer, so

we can design a better system to look at how

we're going to impact or change how we determine

what this plume looks like.

Under the interim action what we're

going to do is concentrate roughly within this

area, that's about a quarter mile to a half mile

away from the injection well. And it's right in

here that the higher lev, of cota:lin

5
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are. And what we're going to do is go after

these higher levels of contamination to keep them

fr'z):n spreading furthr o L- he

What I want to do right now is give

also an idea of what the vertical or what the

how .the injection well looks underneath the

ground, show you how the contamination has been

moving.

you

Now, the injection well itself is right

here. It's a 12-inch. diameter well, goes down to

about 300 feet under the ground.

This well is just the same type of

thing that a farmer would.use to pull water out

and irrigate his fields, but in this case what we

have is the reverse occurred where we injected

wastewater into the ground and let it move down

to. the southeast.

The water table at TAN is right about

200 feet, and so what we have is about 100 feet

of this pipe that is open to the aquifer that

lets the wastewater drain out.

As you can see, most of the

contamination is right within the general area of

the injection well. As you get down farther,

71;1 e and a half away, it drop::.; down as
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much as 20 times to 25 times the level of

contamination at the injection well.

:he difFrent t/.L.-)e.:s of c.,c)

that went down the injection well, we're mainly

interested in the four contaminants that have the

highest level of concentration and that also

exceed drinking well standards in the

groundwater.

ust.&a case, we have strontium, which

is a radionuclide, lead, which is a metal,

tetrachioroethylene and trichloroethylene, which

are both 9rganic compounds.

One- thing we're showing you for each of

these contaminants is a boundary which is the.

drinking water standard, and then also the higher

levels of contamination we're finding near the

injection well.

One key thing about this slide, and one

of the reasons that we went and kept the interim

action roughly within a quarter to half mile

boundary, is that only trichioroethylene has gone

a mile and a half to the south of the injection

well. All of the others are still within that

quarter-mile boundary, and the higher levels of

contali-nation are still riTsht in that a.ra
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also.

Now, the reason we're doinc: this

ac tion primaril2 i o p_ even! F!, rth.er

degradation of the aquifer. We want to go after

that higher level of contamination near the

injection well and reduce it down to keep it from

moving farther out into- the groundwater,

We're going to get a couple extra

benefits from doing that. We'll be able to

reduce the complexity and cost of any further

actions we do that we're goina to evaluate under

the remedial investigation..

Alo, during the two years or' so that

we want to operate this interim action, what

we'll be able to do is provide information back

into the remedial investigation, allow us to

improve our decision-making process and make a

better choice of the final action.

We looked at a number of different

alternatives before we came down and selected

these four for the interim action.

Alternative 1 is a no-action

alternative, and the other three are all ground

water extraction or pump-and-treat, where we will

,,fater out of ar.:7,117,d run it ,..hr
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treatment process.

Alternative 2 is our preferred

ilternative, air str in a;ld c rbon absorption,

and I'll get into why that is the case a little

bit further on in the presentation.

One thing I wanted to bring out now is

that the no-action alternative, as Donna Nicklaus

.explained in the earlier presentation, did not

meet the .threshold criteria. In this case, we

have the same thing occurring. We do not protect

human health and the environment, we don't- meet

the legat requirement, so we did not consider no

action anv further.

Now, on the approach on the interim

action, what we're looking at, and that is

assuming that Alternative 2 is the preferred

alternative, is we're going to build on some

previous work on the interim action itself.

Back in January of 1990, the lower 55

feet of the injection well was filled with a

concentrated sludge, so we went, pulled that

sludge out, put it into drums for disposal.

Next, we went and we flushed the

general area around the injection well, pulled up

some mcrH-2 contaTiination wac just c .itsid The

O
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well casing,

What we want to do under the interim

a t:eit on this

well to try to determine how much contamination

we may still have around the well, and then we'll

go into the interim action where we'll begin the

regular pumping, pull out more contamination

within the rough area of the injection well, and

than ni..)-11aD sw.Q is in th... .re

and pump on them again to reduce the overall

levels of contamination in this area.

,..The treated water is going to end up in

this disposal pond. We'll allow it to percolate

down through the ground and also evaporate up

into the atmosphere.

Of the three alternatives we evaluated

under the interim action, all of them have common

AMM411.1^CIC, We start out with taking thp

groundwater, which will have the contaminants

plus some solid materials such as sand and grit,

and send it through a prefilter. And in this

case, it would be something like a.tank, where we

let the solid material settle out, or like an oil

filter in your car where it would stop the solids

and let the ..:7.1ter continue (.1, n.

10
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r,rg=nir-

Then we would send it through some type

11 give you

ZDMe more letails on that in fe.4

slides. And•finally, through an ion exchange,

where we remove the lead and strontium,

Now, an ion exchange system essentially

is a column filled with little beads. And these

beads act just like the water softener at home.

The atoms of lead and strontium will come over

the beads and be pulled out and exchanged for

zfnme of nr hyArngian Thia *rizAl-A,A wmtp.r

will end -,;up in a disposal pond.

Over time, this these ion-exchange

beads become filled with the strontium and the

lead. They become a radioactive waste. And we

haven't decided where we're going to dispose of

this material yet. That will be determined while

we're looking at the proposed action or the final

action.

NrNw, +1.=, pr..iferr..a m 1 4- r 1-% a I-; cue ;
'v. An .40 •••••• • • ••••• a•

No. 2, and in this case what we're going do is

take the water out of the prefilter and put it

through an air stripper column.

An air stripper is a large column full

of p:astic rings. 7e put the watr at th

11
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top, let it spread out over the rings, going to

thinner and thinner layers. ?hat happens is, we

thn put in te opp(J).-31. ancl

organics, just by the chemical nature, move out

of the water into the air.

We'll then take that air, run it

through a carbon absorption system. What this

will do is take kind of the reverse process of

the air stripper. it will remove the organics

out of the air, put it into the carbon and we'll

be able to discharge the air into the

atmosphere,.

The carbon itself will become full of

the organics We'll take that to an EPA-approved

recycling facility or disposal facility. And

what we're looking at is trying to get the carbon

back so we can continue to reuse the carbon,

Now, the two reasons we like this

alternative, number one, we can separate out the

hazardous and the radioactive comnonents. What

this will do is allow us to handle the waste

streams more easily than if they were mixed

together.

And the second reason is air stripper

a cc;mmQn t;.1
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country. •It's easy to design. It's easy to

imnlmgzsnt,

NoW, Alte nativ is

taken out the air stripper and brought the carbon

absorption system down. An in this case, the

water will be actually treated by the carbon.

What will happen is, again, we'll get

the organics out, but we'll also get some of the

metals and the radionuclides, so what happens is

this then becomes a mixed waste, a combination of

hA7ATAMITC mnA rmAiningir.m1 r.nmrknr.i.mn+c

Now, this is much more difficult to get

rid of, it's much more expensive to get rid of,

so we're trying to avoid mixed waste generation

if at all possible in this interim action.

This is the reason we decided this

alternative is not as good as Alternative 2.

Now, on Alternative 4, we used

something slightly different to get rid of the

wg. n C Ar9 A n nitr A v;n1.F li g hf

with chemicals that go after and attack the

organics, break them into their basic components,

which is water, carbon dioxide and salt.

In this case, we have the benefit' of

r'e,Aucinj L t, h ha.7ars
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waste, but the technology itself is not as proven

the .ir stripper fPchnology, T+. , qr.] A

bit more ,diffizult to oerate,

so we thought that this alternative was not as

good as Alternative 2.

Now, a. comparison of the alternatives

following the CERCLA or Superfund criteria, the

two threshold criteria, all three of these

alternatives meet those, so we continued them

through the evaluation process, where no action

did not and rads meNs.r.arl
1,• • Nsla. ••••• • 

••
V' that nr1,= to fhA

rqole then looked at the two key

requirements we wanted to meet.

The first one is not generating any

mixed waste. And in that case, both Alternative

2 and Alternative 4 met our criteria and received

best grades, where Alternative 3 which produces a

mixed waste received a poor grade.

From there, we went and looked at

4+1.,
j • znA

are both easy to implement, they got best and

good grades, where Alternative 4 would take a

more detailed design process and we gave that one

a poor grade.

Friar there into actua

14
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operation. Over the short-term and the

long-term, we believe that Alternative 2 will be

simp er t c.erate, lesz Ilat will have

be dealt with, so this becomes a better

alternative than either Alternatives 3 or 4.

Now, the next two things we had to

consider for the modifying criteria is State and.

community acceptance. As has been mentioned

1, 
G 
ea F Gh

.6 V J. we work with Mr, Rrin Lane, And the State

agrees that Alternative 2 is our preferred

alternative.

And the last question we have to

evaluate, which is exactly why we're here

tonight, we're looking for your input on not only

Alternative 2, but also Alternatives 3 and 4 and

the overall evaluation process.

Now, the quick summary, the reason we

Alternative 2 is it does notpicked

produce mixed waste and it uses a proven

available technology that we can easily design

and readily implement.

And to give you an idea of what's

happening after this public comment period ends

on March 13, we'll stake your comments arld go and

use 1- ::11r oroces:s

15
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with a final alternative. And that will be

detailed in a Record,of Decision which will

on tnat alternaLive, the req .,lifenent3

we have to meet, and also the Responsiveness

Summary, which would contain the comments we

receive from you.

Sy spring of '93, we're looking. at

completing the remedial design, and then going in

(.- tuzlly turning on the pump, if that type

alternative is selected, by the summer of 1993.

And that concludes my presentation.

_MODERATOR GREEN: Thank you, Jerry.

Are there any questions of

clarification specifically. on Jerry's

presentation that people would like to ask

Jerry?

Yes, ma'am.

AUTIIrWm E MrMBER: Could you show the

slide of the side view of the well?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Um-hmm.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is it more

contaminated to the left of the well, in other

words, upstream?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Not to a great extent.

c.7 at found is tnat J na,ze groundwat,-2.: flo,v

16

✓▪ 1.
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that moves to the southeast, in this direction,

so we do have a little bit of contamination to

nortn and west of the well, : w.. d .5e .v 10:

feet, but that's not a real solid number.

The vast majority has moved in the

direction of groundwater flow to the southeast,

and it's also impacted by the production wells at

TAN that pull water out of the gound and it's

moved kinri elf tr, t h e nr.irthst.

really not a whole lot of contamination to the

north and. west.

,Would you like to see the aerial view?

That might help with that..

This is to the west, north is straight

UP.

What we try to.show is there's not a

tremendous amount of contamination right here.

Wo some there's other monitoring wells

right in this area and the contamination to the

north side drops off very rapidly.

MODERATOR GREEN: Yes sir.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Jerry, what do you

know about the depth of contamination of the

aquifer?

MR. 7TYY 7,"Rr 7 : At the li:Tment, f -311;-d

17



1

2

4

5

6

7

10

11

12

13

14

15

16 •

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

contamination down to about 400 feet. And one of

the whole ourboses of the remedial investigation

is to go evt!fli deeper ha7) a7),j, :Ind

how much lower it goes. This chart only goes to

350, but I believe we have one more well that

goes even deeper than that.

MODERATOR GREEN: Yes, sir.

• AUDIENCE MEMBER: How fast does the

aquifer water move underneath the Test Area

North?

MR. ZIMMERLE: I believe it's a foot a

day, whic1 is substantially slower than the rest

of the INEL.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What does the rest of

the INEL average?

MR. ZIMMERLE: I believe they're closer

to six feet a day. I trust the one foot a day.

If you'd like to get a better number for the rest

of the INEL, make a comment card and we'll take

care of that.

MODERATOR GREEN: The rest of the INEL,

I believe, is subject to a range, and I believe

the range is like three to ten feet or something

like that.

N4 R . I ;',,; 7' F. : a 1 , a h

G
Q
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mntf mnrn

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Jerry, have you got

Y ou're going to run that

pumoing operation? Is it .72j_ng to be hcw

months out of. the year, 24 hours a day, are you

going to close the well, any details?

MR... ZIMMERLE: In the proposed plan we

set it at five days a week, 24 hours a day and

shutting it down on the weekends.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What about the winter

months?

MR. ZIMMERLE:

year. WA might have put 50 weeks a year to give

people breaks for holidays, but I can't remember

for sure right now. It's in detail in the

proposed plan,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do you plan to stop

pumping once you're recovering less than a part

per million in organics?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Right now what we're

going ..-..
.1.
^ the for up. two

years. When the Remedial

Investigation/Feasibility Study, the Record of

Decision for that, is finished, what we'll do is

we'll feed the interim action into that and

evaluate on whether we c'Dn ihue

19
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So there's not a specific number that's been set

at this time.

MOE)ERATOR GREEN: The t,;.-1 TAN stT:LdiP6

that we're talking about tonight are very closely

linked, and that is the linkage. The completion

of the cleanup would occur with the completion of

the second study, the Remedial Investigation and

Feasibility Study.

Are there questions?

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Has there been any

quantitiv#, analysis made as far as any of your

heavy minerals, as far as let's say for example

mercury?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Yes, sir. The mercury

levels, they're much less than the lead . levels I

showed up there. They're in the -- for a guess

the tens of parts per billion. And —2

much, much less than the lead.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Now, would you feel

that if your test drilling would, because the

fact the metal is so heavy and it could

transgress into the aquifer at a deeper and

faster level, we're going back to essentially in

the wnen wcIry CT! P.CP
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Now, that would sink the fastest and could go the

MR. ZIMMERLE: We haven't seen any real

pockets of mercury contamination in the

groundwater. Most of what we've seen has been

soluble mercury. It's very low levels in the

groundwater.

Also, at the bottom of that wPll, it's

not a straight drop. You'll find that anything

that would have come down the injection well that

would be .4 more concentrated form would be

stopped fairly quickly. And then frOm there you

go and most of that would tend to dissolve back

into the water and that's where we would see, it..

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Mercury don't

dissipate in water, it's going to run faster than

water, Try to catch it.

MR, ZIMMERLE: Well, anyway, what I can

tell you is that we do not see a tremendous

amount of mercury. If there was a lot of mercury

down near the well itself, we'd have fairly high

concentrations in the water. And we're not

seeing that.

AODEPATC, R GREEN:

21
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will the air filters

on the carbon absorption systpm raptnria any

stront 117,7- And if .3.), hlpw efective are they

the range of particle sizes you're likely to

encounter? Are there any unknowns here that it

would pose of raising of airborne radionuclides

emissions?

MR. ZIMMERLE: We haven't gotten to the

point of actually designing the air stripping

systems, but that's one of the things that we are

going to ellisidpr, whether that w411 he A pr.rliAm

or not.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will it be like those

BEFA filter deals?

MR. ZIMMERLE: I can't give you a

definite answer now. We'll have to see what the

levels of contamination are and then go into the

design process at that point. Any -- let's just

say we'll go through the design process. If it

is rPquirpti, wp'11 AVAIITAfP 1f Anri pflt nn if Any

system that's necessary.

MODERATOR GREEN: Any other question?

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I imagine one can

answer that q -lestion by considering t1-. t what
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comes out will have come out dissolved in water,

so it won't be in particulate form to start

wit

MODERATOR GREEN: Was that a question

or an answer or comment?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That was a comment.

MODERATOR GREEN: Okay.

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE MEMBER : At thi s point you're

only speaking of a well; right?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Correct. We will do

some -- I mentioned in the presentation, there

are some other wells within the immediate

vicinity of the injection well, and we'll go

after some of the contaminant levels in those

wells, also.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Because you had

^^-4,m4,m*:,r, with drinking water At TRT and you

got one of the largest of the wells there and

you've got several others in the site.

MR. ZIMMERLE: We haven't found

anything up in the IET level. We only found one

instance where we had some contamination, and

that was below drinking water standards. Since

then we haven't foun(i anv.

23
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Where does TAN

currently get its water from, from the aerial

:iew .3hown here?

MODERATOR GREEN: Do you want to

discuss the production wells and the treatment

system that's in place?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Up in the northeast

corner of TAN, right on the very edge of the

drinking water boundary, there are two production

wells where they get their raw water.

Right now, there's a. State-approved

sparging A/stem or treatment system on that raw

water, and they test the water monthly, and so

far that water or the treatment system meets

drinking water standards.

MODERATOR GREEN: Any other questions?

We can get started on sortie of these note card

questions if there aren't.

"Wouldn't it be more cost effective to

utilize the no-action option regarding the

cleanup of the injection well at TAN? Point

being that the concentration levels at the edge

of the contamination plume are already at EPA

safe drinking water level and given time those

cor,centrati wil 2c.'r.t -L7. to the

_
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the contaminated plume is further diluted by

groundwater. This will save 7.7 million

,dollars . "

I'm not sure that we can consider it

more cost effective. It certainly would be

cheaper in the near term. It would cost less

dollars in the near term. The point of our

interim action is to get at the most concentrated

levels of contamination that are near the

injection well and pull them out so they are not

further diluted in the, aquifer.

it's been pointed out that the

drinking water supply at TAN has been

.contaminated exceeding drinking water standards,

and while we do have a treatment system operating

on it so that people are not drinking water'that

exceeds those standards, we have had

contamination in the drinking water source.

And that was considered in the

placement of the INEL on the national priorities

list.

Do you want to take one or two of your

questions, Jerry?

MR. ZIMMERLE: I have two that are

t?-:e same !.at T,isa jus
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through.

"If no one's at risk, why spend

ciDilar?"

And also, "Why was the no-action

alternative not carried through when there is

very little direct human risk?"

I'll go along with Lisa. I think in

this case we do have a significant amount of

U ontamination in our groundwater and that it is

to our benefit to go out and there and try to do

something to try to reduce that level of

contamination.*,••

MR. HARELSON: I have a question here

that says, "How much water would be pulled out in

the first two years? Would it all go to the

disposal pond?"

The capacity of the disposal pond is

the infiltration evaporation capacity of the

disposal pond is about 50 gallons per minute; so

that's the rate that we are planning to pump at.

And, yes, that would all go to that disposal

pond.

Then next question I have is, "How did

you determine the area of contamination?" And

then a sccnci is the flnal

26
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treated water?"

The area of contamination that was

shown on the ,sa p s that L,Tery bas.e-d

EPA-established safe drinking water act

concentration, maximum concentration level; so

those boundaries were drawn for each specific

contaminant. The largest, the plume that was

shown, trichloroethylene, and that was the

contaminant that spread furthest.

The other question was, "How clean is

the final treated water?"

,We have talked with the State and EPA

and have established a performance-based standard

for treating the water, which would be -- remove

90 percent of what is in the water as it comes

out of the well, remove 90 Percent of that

contamination.

tJ 1
4M.4MPirau1kAr.1.1Tr.

J LCIC,i I have three other

questions here.

"Will lead and strontium 90 together in

the ion exchange resins constitute a mixed waste

as in Alternative No. 2?"

We feel that the lead levels are not

going to be high enough to create a mixed waste

in this case, mho ion ,a47_. ,anie re's,in2 wIll

27
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probably be -- pick up more common calcium and

magnesium long before the'i get filled uo with

lead str,Dritin.

Also, "Is there a way to separate the

lead from the strontium prior to the ion exchange

where it would be less possible to separate, thus

reducing the rad waste and enable us to recycle

the lead?"

Again, at the levels of lead that we

have in the water, there's no they're not high

enough concentration to be able to bring it back

for any kknd of economical recycling.

And, "Is the lead radioactive?"

And no, not that we're aware of.

One other question is, "How many other

injection wells of TAN type - are there on the INEL

site?

"What about ATR or CPP7"

I don't have that tremendous amount of

information on this one. I don't believe there

are any other -- well, I think I'll back off

completely say I'm going to pass.

MODERATOR GREEN: Do you want to

reiterate the question and I can see if I can

shed ar.:y iF

23
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geti the answer aside from this meeting. We'll

gtzt A hAft.=.r Anq we,-.

ZINERLE: "Ho'.,) many otr

injection weLls of the TAN type are there on the

INEL site?

"What about ATR or CPP?"

MODERATOR GREEN: There has been an

injection well operating at CPP that has since, I

guess, in the last five years or so, that has

been concreted up, plugged. It did not receive

thc> mama tuna of WAA+OWAffAr Ai' All Aq what WAO

injected-0,into this well and we have quite a bit

of sampling data related to both what was in the

well before it was plugged and also the type of

wastewater that was injected into that well.

At the Test Reactor Area there is also

at least one injection well that is currently the

focus of a sampling effort under the FFA/CO, so

we'll be looking at it to determine if there are

qpriimAnfQ 4imi 1 r fh=i van>>1r1 rn s ris,- Sr

separate activity under our agreement.

Here's a question. "I worked at TAN

1978, '79 and '80, and drank the water. Was it

checked for acceptable drinking water standards

in that time frame?"
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I'm going to put somebody on the spot

in the audience who has been working on a oroent

related o drining water mnitornc; at TN2L,

Leah, can you state based on your

experience with the drinking water action data

whether TAN was monitored in the '78/'79/'80 time

frame?

MS. STREET: The TAN the -- the INEL

has had selected wells being monitored for

groundwater quality since 1949 and the TAN area

is in one of them. And specifically 1978, '79_

can't recall off the top of my head, but if it

would have been a problem, it would have been

noted at that time.

And I'm sure that any elevated values

above any standards or that would have been

considered high would have been addressed and

would have not had any of our workers at the site

drinking contaminated water.

If You'd like, whoever posed the

question, if you'd give your name and address, I

can check into this further.

MODERATOR GREEN: If you could provide

your name and address to Reuel Smith at the back

of the room on a cie e cff wiLh

30
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_question, we can be sure and get back with you

with accurate information on monitoring that was

at that tiJle,

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Lisa, drinking water

samples taken at TAN in 1985 and 1987 showed no

trace of the trichioroethylene.

MODERATOR GREEN: Thank you, Bob.

Yes, sir?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Drinking water at TAN

was not tested. for volatile oraanic compounds

until 198T, or anywhere else on the INEL. They

were tested for total organic carbons, but that's

a, totally different thing.

MODERATOR GREEN: Okay.

Yes, sir?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You didn't quite

answer my question on how you determined the

extent of the area, depth and so on. Did you

drill a whole bunch of test wells or do you have

long-term meters or whatever?

MR. HARELSON: I'm sorry. I didn't

understand the question.

We have a whole number of wells that

were drilled out there. The TS0.7, geologio
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has been installing wells out there for a number

of years.

Ahen the contamination

discovered in the production wells at TAN, there

was an investigation that took place. There were

a number of wells that were installed in 1988 and

'89, or was it•'89 and '90, and those wells

defined the boundaries that we showed on the

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How many are there?

MR. HARELSON: I'll let Terry answer

that one.

MR. ZIMMERLE: Right now we have about

30 well, we drilled I think nine wells in each

of those years, '89, '90, and there are a few

other wells out there, so there are about 35.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: All in different

places?

MR. ZIMMERLE: Yes.

While I've got a chance, let me add a

little clarification on the injection well

question that came up.

There are three other injection wells

in the TAN area in each of the -- there's one at

r:f t L,. e four mi7-1 Fciiitl3, b t t h -th,er
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three injection wells are primarily used for

process water and we found no high levels of

c,:ntamination coming from those wells this

time.

MODERATOR GREEN: Ron, would you like

to address some of these questions?

MR. LANE: "Do you have a model or

projection best-case/worse-case of the

contaminant migration?"

Well, there are models being proposed

in the Remedial I1ivest1gat1on/easib1124— y.

There at* several that are being looked at and

the opportunity to comment on those will be

forthcoming.

Second part of this question is, "What

is the ratio of amount of contamination if

nothing is done versus amount if your best case

effort is done?"

As far as the ratio, I really don't

Ar.1.1WWir Anyone want to step in on that?

MR. ZIMMERLE: One thing we tried to

show on one, of the slides, the aerial view, is

how the contamination is in layers or

boundaries. And what we're still finding is the

vast won sH-iv the vast majr.Jrit tut 7,13t

33
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of the contamination is within that quarter-mile

to half-mile boundary from the injection well.

The slide itself 2huwed the

concentrations going from one part per million

then dropping down by a factor of ten within that

quarter-mile boundary, and down another factor,

it would be half again after that as you start to

get further out.

So we figure for a rough guess that 8.5

to 90 percent of that contamination is still

within that quarter—mile/half--mile of that

injection :,well.

MR.. LANE: Okay. Last part of this

three—part question is, "Have you considered

large pumping from the contaminated area,

filtering and reinjection of clean water back

into the contaminant zone as to circulate and

thus stop migration?"

That's another consideration under the

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study of

pumping larger volumes of water and reinjection.

MODERATOR GREEN: "What year did the

TAN drinking water first exceed standards?"

I think we've already discussed that.

It was tha 1:S7 -- it occLzrrd

34
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1987, although -- excuse me, did I misspeak?

Go ahead, Bob.

ROB .40NTOOMERY: TAN g:-.ndwater 117ver

really has exceeded -- let me rephrase that.

The TAN drinking water has never

exceeded the. MCL of 5 ppb. The sparger was

installed when the last sample was about 4.9

ppb. After that, each monthly sample has shown

Hrink;ng h=.1nta r, nnh

roughly one to two to three ppb maximum.

The TAN groundwater at the well heads

for the dinking water wells has exceeded the 5

ppb, and that occurred about mid-'88, but the

drinking water has never exceeded the 5 ppb.

MODERATOR GREEN: "Please state which

threshold criteria the no action alternative does

not meet."

Withr,ut th- treatment system on the TAN

drinking water, the risk it's likely that the

risk to human health and the environment would be

not met and also the meeting State and Federal

requirements may not be met if the sparger were

turned on.

Have we answered all of the questions

on note cards?

35



1

2

4

5

6

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

27

Have you got one, Howard?

MR. BLOOD: I've got one that says,

H..rrooses cf inte J.ction' lis:-

on the slide are legal uses of •an interim action,

e.g. to reduce risk or expedite total site

cleanup. Comment?"

guess my easy comment on that is

that, at least from our perspective, the action

as proposed does, in fact, expedite total site

cleanup, because it 'helps eliminate the source of

the contamination.

we allow the contamination to sit

there for another couple years, it is not going

to stay stationary, but will continue to

dissipate in the aquifer. And then if we have to

go after it to get it down to the cleanup

standard, there's just that much greater volume

of water that will have to be pumped.

And the Snake River plain aquifer is a

oroductive aquifer. We're talking about large

volumes' of water being contaminated by delaying

the action.

So unless I misunderstood the question,

I don't think that we are not meeting the use of

an ir.ter'im t,ithE,r

3
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existing problem or at least keep it from getting

worse.

Ad this a a,2prach

with groundwater contamination, is an interim

action to try to contain the plume so that it

doesn't continue to grow and further complicate

the problem of cleanup as a final action.

MODERATOR GREEN: I'd like to take a

poll right now at this time to find out how many

people would like to provide oral comments

specifically on the TAN interim action proposed

plan so we can judge when we should wind down the

question period and begin the comment period-

Could you please raise your hand if you

intend to provide an oral comment on this plan.

One, two, three, four?

Okay. We've got one more question on a

card here_ and then if it's all right we will

begin to take the oral comments during the

official public comment period for the proposed

plan for the TAN interim action.

This question is, "What percent of the

problem are you trying to solve?"

don't know that we have identified it

n -t9.rms Cagepercens.



1

2

3

4

5

6

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Jerry, if you have a better answer

that -

MR. TMMETPL7: back

response that since 85 to 90 percent of the

contamination is still near the well, we'll be

going directly after that. I can't give you a

percentage of what we'll get. That will depend

on how the system operates, but we're going right

after the heart of the contamiation that still

remains.

MODERATOR GREEN: More questions?

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE. MEMBER: Are you going to be

discharging right out of the injection well?

Will that form a depression right there? Is that

what you're shooting for or

MR. ZIMMERLE: Yeah, we'll be taking

water right out of the injection well.

MODERATOR GREEN: There was another

hand?

Yes, sir?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How much does it cost

each year to operate the water purification

system at TAN?

MR. ZiM ,,1EHT.,F,: air $7)77.1- 1.fl'j
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system?

AUDIENCE MEMBER! Yes.

MR, ZI'4MERTE: I can -- give you a

specific answer. If you'd like to write that

down, we'll check into that.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just the' one that's

in use now. I wanted -to compare which would be

more cost effective, either continuing

purification for the INEL employees or cleaning

this up.

MR. ZIMMERLE: T can't give you a

specificnumber off the top of my head. I'd have

to go check with the TAN facilities people who

actually own that. equipment. We're not in charge

of cleaning drinking -- or the water supply.

It's our responsibility for the contamination in

the groundwater.

MODERATOR GREEN: But we would be glad

to provide that information to you. If you would

please write the question down and provide it to

Reuel Smith at the back of the room, we'll get an

answer to you as soon as possible.

Well, once more, we'll enter into the

portion of the meeting where we take oral

comments tc EPA, Ctate, ancl DOE r ,:•_Tardinc, the

3?
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proposed plan to reduce contamination near the

injection well and the surrounding groundwater at

Tst Area Nrth.

If you would like your comment or

question for the. Responsiveness Summary, please

feel free to come forward for this part of the

meeting and state those comments into the

microphone so that they can be recorded by the

r.nnrt -r.pnrtpr.

Also, please identify your name and

address at the start of your comments, or submit

your written testimony prior to the end of the

comment period, which ends on March 13.

Again, during this portion of the

meeting, we'll listen to your comments, but

generally not respond to them. They'll be

responded to in the Responsiveness Summary.

qn i we'ci hAvo A Vninnt4"Ar tn r•eirpm up

to the microphone and provide their oral

comments, please.

MR. BREITER: I'm getting sleepy, so I

want to go home quick.

My name is Edward Breiter, that's

spelled B-r-e-i-t-e-r. 11 help you that much.

7 live at .S549 Sc;rth 15 !:!=s 1.:,.]c ;

40'
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83402.

In gPnpral, I'm not ;fling to go int^

!--:e technical aspect;; thiz, b..t I hai

experience with government agencies before,

especially the EPA for a period of 12 years, and

and I have got a lot of faith in you people at

the lower echelons, but r know there's a genetic

disease afflicts all our governmental agencies

and I've run into the EPA especially since 1980.

Mr. Blood, I'm sure you know that, but

you don't dare say go,

There's always sort. of a coverup and

just stonewalling you get and breaking of ice. I

don't know that it h'appens in every government

agency, but I think the only suggestion I have to

prevent this is to keep it out in the open and

let us know what you're doing and let us see what

you're doing.

And we'll keep stirring things and

'we'll back you up, go you won't hp likp mr, Mumma

being canned. And as I know of an EPA agent who

Was very cooperative of me, he got shunted down,

downhill. It happens. We -- you know it

happens.

A n d T -ea 1y :q  1.,

4 1
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with Mr. Zimmerle. I hope you have charge of

this project, 'cause I think you might do a good

jDb al 7 0:.qed to.

MR. ZIMMERLE: Thank you.

MODERATOR GREEN: Thank you,

Mr. Breiter.

MR. STAPLEY: My name is Bret Stapley,

460 West 700 South, No. 17, Rexburg, Idaho,

I can't quite make the exact comment I

wanted to do, because of the lack of information

as far asthe cost effectiveness of the treatment

'of water for the drinking purposes at TAN

compared to the cleanup of water.

If it'.s more cost effective -- or

should I say if it's cheaper to keep cleaning the

water as opposed to pumping it out and cleaning

it up or attempting to do it way, why can't

we do that?

I realize I talked to Mr. Blood of EPA

earlier on this evening and he stated that, you

know, they have this policy, I think it's a law

now, dilution is no solution, it is a problem;

yet industry nationwide uses that as a solution.

They uze



4

5

6

7

8

9

10

12

13

'14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

If they've got a concentration that

tmser.dhaA 41- el v e, et. tm A 4- ,s 'D 7.1 1 4 m. 4 4. they

pum 47, littie bit extra water throu4h their

system to drop it dawn those limits. And as far

as when the water gets off the sites, in the

next, what, 150 years, when it finally moves

beyond INEL boundaries where it will be open to

public drinking water wells, meaning to the

public at large, which is us, the concentrations

of those contaminants most likely will be what,

m4,* 17 1: per fr4/1"n" C^ ..h e. lehmt,.=

there and let it clean itself up over the next

hundred years or so, and Continue to clean the

water for the employees at TAN?

Thank you.

MODERATOR GREEN: Thank you,

Mr. Stapley.

Do we have anybody else who would like

to provide oral comments on the TAN interim

mr+; nn nlmn",
,4 •nr• 14 r AW ,4

Falls.

Mr. Tanner?

MR. TANNER: John Tanner from Idaho

I can go along with cleaning up tne

cDncentratPd ',;at -r, as yo !,1 ars±,
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do, and again I hope you will use as good

judgment in knowing when to cuit.

:tz 7.2.7- tainly not w':),-7th

the water that happens to exceed the drinking

water standard at the moment, because, first

place, you will have removed the source, no more

is being put down there, and it certainly would

make sense to let the rest of it dilute itself as

it travels down the aquifer.

MODERATOR GREEN: Thank you,

Mr. Tanner.

We have a comment here from, Mr. Marion

Elliott, Tetonia, Idaho.

"The interim plan should incorporate a

determination of the rate of the -- rate as well

as extent of contamination in all dimensions. 'A

orofile should be made of contamination levels at

each monitoring well at each depth. The depth

limit of contamination should also be determined

At each monitoring well.

"Because of the public concerns for

transport of hazardous waste, Alternative 2 as

the interim plan should include further studies

and design for development on Alternative 4 as a

nal cle
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"The Alternative 4 cost savings warrant

further consideration for the long-term fix,

especially if the zope cif 0'leanup tt-=omaz

greater than presently estimated,"

Do we have anybody else who would like

to provide oral comments on the TAN interim

action proposed plan for the record?

Okay. With that, I guess we have

received -- I'll consider the oral comment period

for the TAN interim action to be closed.

We have received a comment here that

does nottlave a name and address associated with

it. I will read it for your information, but we

will need a name and address submitted in writing

if it is to be considered entered into the record

and addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

I'll read it here, but please, the

commentor should be advised that if they want

this addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, we

need to have it written, provided in written form

with your name and address, so it can be

responded to.

And the comment is, "You have not

quantified the problem to scientific or technical

tandards: 071, q -lantitv; to, avilitl
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2E

cover; three, long-term public risk. When will

you get better ahswrs?-

wi'M that, a=cxi:iatel_

minutes .head of schedule.

The third presentation is quite a bit

briefer than the first and second presentations.

I guess I'd like to get just a five-minute break

here, so we can have a clear break between the

presentations.

We'll start up again at a few minutes

before 9:00.

77hank you very much.

(Meeting recessed.)
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STATE OF IDAHO

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

S 3 .

I, DENECE GRAHAM, Certified Shorthand

Reporter and Notary Public in and for the State

of Idaho, do hereby certify:

That said meeting was taken down by me

in shorthand at the time and place therein named

and thereafter reduced to typewriting uilder my

direction, and that the foregoing transcript

contains a full, true and verbatim record of said

meeting.;

I further certify that I have no

interest in 'the event of the action.

WITNESS my hand and seal this 29th day

of February, 1992.
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DENECE GRAHA,y, CSR and
Notary Public in and for
the State of Idaho.

My Commission expires: 4-17-94


